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TECHNIQUES TO IMPROVE HYBRID WORK ENVIRONMENTS
AUTHOR:
Arnaud Caigniet
ABSTRACT
Between hybrid work paradigms and people frequently staying at home, the
chances are decreasing that an individual will meet other people in their office with which
they are accustomed to working. Such a situation impacts both a company’s productivity
and the loyalty of employees to their employer. Techniques are presented herein that
support a ‘Go to the Office’ score. Such a score helps an individual decide which days are
the most relevant for them to go to their office. According to aspects of the presented
techniques, a (e.g., daily or hourly) score identifies when going to the office will increase
an individual’s chances of connecting with colleagues with whom they do not have planned
meetings or activities. Such a score may be based on the likelihood of meeting people that
are important to an individual but with whom the individual does not necessarily engage
on a regular basis. Additionally, such a score may be calculated from a number of distinct
measures, each of which may be developed through technologies such as machine learning
and indoor geolocation techniques (e.g., Wi-Fi triangulation); through an analysis of audio
and video calls; through an analysis of exchanged chat, email, etc. messages; through an
analysis of an individual’s agenda; etc. With a ‘Go to the Office’ score indicating, for
example, the best time to stay home and the best time to commute, hybrid working is at its
best.
DETAILED DESCRIPTION
Many companies are transitioning to hybrid work environments. Those companies
want to authorize flexible working, but they also want to have a physical space where
people may meet and bond. Such a physical space also provides employees with a sense
of belonging, increases employee loyalty, and decreases turnover. However, between
hybrid work paradigms and people frequently staying at home, the chances are decreasing
that an individual will meet other people in their office with which they are accustomed to
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working. Such a situation impacts both a company’s productivity and the loyalty of
employees to their employer.
For example, employees who do go to the office are often unsure of whether they
will actually meet the people with whom they should work and connect. Such a situation
arises because the probability that different employees are in the office at the same time is
much lower than what it was in the past. Additionally, if the employees do not meet and
create positive connections when they do go to the office, they will tend to come to the
office less frequently. As a result of such an environment, there is a risk that people will
not turn up at their office. Further, incentives that a company may provide (such as a
cafeteria, a gym, etc.) may not be sufficient to overcome such a hesitancy.
Accordingly, a mechanism is needed that provides an employee with the confidence
that when they go to their office, they will encounter the people that they need to meet and
that they will have productive days.
Techniques are presented herein that provide workers with a daily and hourly score
indicating when going to the office will increase their chances of connecting with
colleagues with whom they do not have planned meetings or activities. According to
aspects of the presented techniques, such a score may be based on the likelihood of meeting
people that are important to an individual but with whom the individual does not
necessarily engage on a regular basis.
A distinction may be made between two types of encounters – encounters that
generate direct productivity and encounters that generate indirect productivity. The first
encounter type is something for which workers usually strive. For example, an individual
may go to a person that they know they need to meet with in order to move on with their
tasks. In the second type of encounter, which may be characterized as a coffee machine
encounter, an individual may meet with a person that they had not anticipated meeting and
who they had not thought about (as that person’s tasks are not necessarily aligned with
their tasks). This is typically the kind of meeting that provides an individual with new
ideas, fosters a better understanding of the company for whom the individual works, and
creates a better engagement for the company.
Aspects of the techniques presented herein may calculate a score (as previously
described) for either of the encounter types that were noted above.
2
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Table 1, below, illustrates how some of the constituent elements of a score, as
described above and according to aspects of the techniques presented herein, may be
calculated for a hypothetical individual.
Table 1: Exemplary Score Elements
Type of Connection
Close Connection
Close Connection
Close Connection
Loose Connection
Loose Connection

Frequency of
Encounters
R
Regularly
Regularly
Rarely
Rarely
Regularly

Time Since Last
Encounter
P
Long Ago
Recently
Long Ago
Long Ago
Recently

Score Weight
N
High
Low
Medium
Medium
Low

Table 1, above, includes four columns. The first column – Type of Connection –
captures the importance of a person to the hypothetical individual. The second column –
Frequency of Encounters (which may be designated as R) – captures how often the
hypothetical individual was accustomed to meeting with the person. The third column –
Time Since Last Encounter (which may be designated as P) – captures when was the last
time that the hypothetical individual met with the person. The fourth, and final, column –
Score Weight (which may be designated as N) – captures the overall contribution to the
score (i.e., the need to meet).
To calculate the importance of a connection, a score may be created based on the
frequency of the interactions that take place between two workers. Such a score may be
based on messages (such as chat, emails, etc.) that people exchange, audio or video calls
that people make, and the duration of their interactions. As noted in connection with Table
1, above, such a measure may be designated as R.
To understand if people should meet, it is also necessary to understand if they have
met previously and, if so, for how long. As noted in connection with Table 1, above, such
a measure may be designated as P. According to aspects of the techniques presented herein,
a value for P may be calculated using indoor geolocation techniques (such as, for example,
Wi-Fi triangulation, which may provide the position of a user’s mobile phone in a building
with an accuracy of one meter), from the calls that people make, and from the messages
that people exchange.
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Accordingly, the incentive for two individuals to initiate an encounter is then the
importance of their connection adjusted by the time that they have already spent together.
Such an incentive may be calculated as R * P.
Next, according to aspects of the techniques presented herein, it is necessary to
calculate the likelihood that an individual will go to their office on a specific day and time.
A measure for such a likelihood may be based on the individual’s habits (e.g., they are
detected in the office at 7:00 a.m. on Wednesdays) and their agenda (e.g., if they have nonvideo meetings that day). Such a measure may be designated as H, and it is a function that
may be provided by machine learning facilities that detect worker patterns of visitation.
Further, people also need to be available to meet with others while they are at their
office. Such a measure may be designated as A. If an individual’s agenda is already packed,
then they will not have extra time to meet with other people.
Consequently, a person’s likelihood to go to the office and have availability on a
certain date may then be expressed as H * A.
According to aspects of the techniques presented herein, the value of each of the
measures R, P, H, and A (as described above) may range from 0% to 100%. The
implications of the different limits are captured in Table 2, below.
Table 2: Illustrative Measure Limits
Measure

Limit

R

0%

R

100%

P
P
H
H
A
A

0%
100%
0%
100%
0%
100%

Meaning

Individuals who have no connection and who have never
met
Individuals who have been regularly connected in the
past
Individuals who have met very recently
Individuals who have not met in a long time
An individual that is very unlikely to go to the office
An individual that is very likely to go to the office
An individual that has no availability in their agenda
An individual that that has full availability in their agenda

Based on the above discussion, and according to aspects of the techniques presented
herein, an individual connection score may be calculated as (R * P) * (H * A).
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A final score may then be expressed as the sum of all of the individual scores for
all of the people with whom a person has a connection.
Table 3, below, draws on the discussion and the tables in the above narrative to
present an example of how individual scores and a final score may be developed, for a
hypothetical individual on a given day, according to aspects of the techniques presented
herein.
Table 3: Exemplary Individual and Final Scores
Person

Frequency
R

A

100% (met
with very
regularly)

B

50% (met
with
somewhat
regularly)

C
D

100%
80% (met
with
regularly)

Total
Score

Last
Incentive Probability Availability Likelihood Person
Meeting
N
H
A
Score
P
on
This
Day
100%
1
100%
100% (fully 100%
1
(have
(surely
available)
not met
going)
for
a
long
time)
20%
0.1
100%
100%
100%
0.1
(met
with not
long
ago)
100%
1
50%
20%
10%
0.1
90%
0.72
80%
50%
30%
0.22
(have
not met
for some
time)
1.42

Accordingly, techniques have been presented herein that support a ‘Go to the Office’
score. Such a score helps an individual decide which days are the most relevant for them
to go to their office. According to aspects of the presented techniques, a (e.g., daily or
hourly) score identifies when going to the office will increase an individual’s chances of
connecting with colleagues with whom they do not have planned meetings or activities.
Such a score may be based on the likelihood of meeting people that are important to an
individual but with whom the individual does not necessarily engage on a regular basis.
Additionally, such a score may be calculated from a number of distinct measures each of
5
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which may be developed through technologies such as machine learning and indoor
geolocation techniques (e.g., Wi-Fi triangulation); through an analysis of audio and video
calls; through an analysis of exchanged chat, email, etc. messages; through an analysis of
an individual’s agenda; etc. With a ‘Go to the Office’ score indicating, for example, the
best time to stay home and the best time to commute, hybrid working is at its best.
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